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PER CURIAM.

David Bern appeal sthedistrict court’s'judgment entered after ajury found him
guilty of conspiring to distribute 500 grams or more of methamphetamine (mixture)
and to manufacture 5 grams or more of methamphetamine (actual), in violation of 21
U.S.C. 88 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A) and (B), and 846. In abrief filed pursuant to Anders
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v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), Bern challenges the admission of a gun into
evidence at trial and the imposition of arole enhancement for sentencing purposes.

Following careful review, wefind no abuse of discretion in thedistrict court’s
admission of the gun found by law enforcement officialsin avehicle parked in front
of Bern’s home. See United States v. Johnson, 28 F.3d 1487, 1498 (8th Cir. 1994)
(reviewing for abuse of discretion district court’s decision to admit or exclude
evidence), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1098 (1995). Bern’s objection centered around the
government’ sinability to identify the registered owner of the gun, afact to which the
parties stipulated. Like the district court, we see no relationship between Bern's
objection and the gun’ sadmissibility, and wefind no violation of Brady v. Maryland,
373 U.S. 83 (1963).

Turning to Bern's sentence, we conclude that the district court did not clearly
err inadjusting Bern’ soffenselevel under the Sentencing Guidelinesupward 3levels
for his role as a manager or supervisor of criminal activity involving 5 or more
participants. SeeU.S.S.G83B1.1(b); United Statesv. Zimmer, 299 F.3d 710, 723-24
(8th Cir. 2002) (standard of review; manager or supervisor need only have managed
or supervised one other participant of criminal conspiracy), cert. denied, 537 U.S.
1146 (2003).

Having reviewed the record independently under Penson v. Ohio, 488 U.S. 75
(1988), we find no nonfrivolousissues. Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the
district court.




